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ABSTRACT

U.S. MARITIME STRATEGY IN A POST-COLD WAR WCRLD oy LiCc!

Dougias J. Henaricks, USMC. 47 pages.

Tnis monograpn examines the impact of future U.S. mi:

torce reductions in Europe upon the Maritime Component ¢

U.5. Dhationai Miiitary Strategy. A chain reacticn o©

nistoric events [n Eastern Europe ana the Scviet Unicn na
S

3
—
I
w
"

aramaticaliy aitered the strategic paraaiam of East-w
reiationsnips. It the Coic War is over., as many puncics
PO iCYMakers woulQ argue, then a major straze
reassessment s in orger. This research aticmes to qel
ingse key tenets o¢f America’s current maritime strat
wnicn Wi nave continuing reievance in a cnang
geops. ilical environment,

The moncgraphn lays the theoreticai anc histecrical
toungcaticns of U.S. maritime strategy as currently written.,
it aiso discusses the forces of change which are ariving
Trocp reductions in Europe. The U.S. maritime strategy Iis
cne eiement o©of a national security sStrategy pasea on
geterrence, forward defense and atllance soiilgaricty.
American cgefense policy has been focused toward the Soviet
Union for over 40 vyears, and logically the Maritime

Component of U.S. National Military Strategy has evoivea to
meet this threat.

The neart of the monograpnh (s the anaiysis of the cnhancing
Eurcpean strategic paraaigm ana geopoliticai situation tg
cdetermine if the four pasic tenets of the current maritime

strategy are stiil vatlida. The paper conciuces tnat & ma.cr
strategic review is in oraer. Reducticons of miiitary forces
in Europe will not oniy increase the roie ana impocrtance of

tne Maritime Component of our Naticnal Military Strategy.
out may require major changes in the way we structure. egu.p
anc cefine our marictime forces.
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1. Introcuction

Tne oo of tne American miiitary strategist nas geccme
cecigeciy more ifnteresting auring the ijast year. .ne
Qangerous. put precictapcle pipolar. Cola War woria (n wnicn
ine Last-west squareda off across an iron curtain nas opeen
gramatically transformed. A chain reaction of hnistoric
events in Eastern Europe, within the Scviet Union ana arounc
tne worida has seriocusiy aitered the strategic paracligm.
The <coiliapse of communist regimes in Eastern Europe has
stunnea ana excitea the free worida. Some anaiysts are
cilaiming that the Warsaw Pact has pecome an histcric

T
-

footncte. Severai mempers of the Warsaw ITreaty COrganizaticn
(WI0’ are cemancing tne removal of Soviet troops frcecm Ine.c
terricery. Many are aggressively seeking cigser re.at.cns
with tneir capitalist neighpors. The first trainiocacs of
nervous Soviet trocps are slowly chugging ast intc an
unknown fuﬁure.

It the Warsaw Pact is no ionger a threat, nen wny
not aispana tne North Atlantic Treaty Organization? Ronaig
Steel recently wrote: “The North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATQO) alliance which has rested for 40 vyears
on Soviet opduracy, Eurcopean dependency, ana American
prosperity 1is struggling to define its reievance." - Many
punaits are arguing that NATO is no longer requirec o

provine security. They are foualy praising Pres:aenc




Aiknhaili Gorprachev' s rcie 0 the gemocratization ot Zastern
Lurope. Otners, such as former Assistant Secretary of
Jetfense, Richara Perle, argue that the future of NATO is not
pr:gnt, pecause, as the military threat that gave Dbirin o
tne aiiiance dqgecilnes, the golitical alitterences opetween

memoers wiil aegrade cchesion.2

Politicians in the Unitea States ana ELurcpe want 10

i

rea;ize 3 “"reace givicena® immegciately. BUCGGET WCEeS are i
whiversal cgncern on poth sides of & Crumpe:ing 1r¢n curtaln,
ana wouic pe greatiy amei jcratea oy cutting cetense
scenaing. The process nas pegun in earnest. in Marcen.
#, Conventional! Armea Forces burope (CFE)> negoctiaticas
cegan in Yienna. Austria.3 The principie negectiating
coJjective of CrFE Is eliminating, as a natter of priority.
the capapility for launching surprise attack ana for
initiating large-scale offensive action. The methoas to pe
appliea encompass recquctions, limitations, redepioyment
provisicns, equai ceilings ana others.4 CFE negortiaticns
Wiii unaocupbtediy resuit in massive cuts in troops, wWeapons
anc equipment in Europe. Clearly, there Wil ce a
supstantiai reauction of U.S. and Soviet miiitary presence
ana intiuence in Central Europe in the years aneaq.

Tne sccope ot U.S. miiitary force cuts o NATD nas
lgnitec tne most vocitercus nationa: security policy ceoarte
s.n~e tne ena of Woria War I1. Calis for massive Jdetense

spendqing cuts ecno in tne natis of Congress ana across ttne




country. Wiillam hautman C©f thne Brookings .nstitu

')
[
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ire oicsa pressure of Pentagon pucgetleers wWnen ne pud:lsShes
agvice on now o Ccut mifitary spencing in naif oy iooo S
Ourl naticn s pucgel Woes INh recent years MmMake even Ine mast
uninicrmed ana simpiistic sciut.ons atLracrive de} an
e.ectorate tireag of funaing the woria' s largest geticirt,

The pucget ceficit pius aynamic changes in EZast-west
cerationships., CFE negotiations ang the probabie impact on
U.S. miltitary force levels have led U.S. miiitary strategic

pianners t¢ pegin a critical strategic review. Mi:itarvy

D]

Strategy must support naticnal strategy and compiy Wiur

natiocnai poiicy whiie at the same time nationai poiicy

i

infiuencea ny the capabilities ana limitations of mii:tarvy

strategy.® Put simpiy. the interrational environmen: s

4l
o

changing at tremenqaous speeq anda those cnargec W
protecting the securlty of our demecracy musSt ensure Inat
U.5. nat.icnai miiltary strategy changes accoraingiy. so inact
tne opjectives of our nationai poiicy continue to oe met.
Military strategists seek to paiance mi.!ltary
opjectives (rhNDS», the formuiation of miiitary strategic
concepts to accomplish those objectives (WAYS?, ana the use
cf miiitary resources (MEANS) to implement the concepts.’
ihe aitticuit qguestion for strategic planners is nhow to
acnieve this calance. Vital national interests ana

opJjectives are easy enough to estapjiish, but agreement on

now to acnieve those (nterests is aqgiftfticuit. Mcreover,




TLon&. mi.itarcy trategy 1s p©y nature trans:iiona.  anda
InusS reqguires censtant revision.

Tne goail ot this research will be (0o examine tne
Maritime Component of the Unitea States National Mititary
Sirategy witnin ©he context of the changing geopo!litici:
paraciam {n Burcpe. The pasic guestion [S: HowW Wi.i fulure
U.3. miiltary force recductions in Europe impact upcn tne

“aritime Component of our National Military Strateay?

Io answer the research question, [ wi.! mzegin o
,CCx1nNG 3T Tne tneoreticai unaerpinnings of tne cucrrent ¢.3o
“Ar L Time Stoategy. After estapiisning (S roie as pacr: o

8]

Ine nNaticna: milillary strategy, [ willi examine tne cCrig.n:
cCiyv S maritime strategy. Wniie America nhas aiwavs ceen
3 TMaAr.IT.me nation aue to geograpnic and economic necess. iy,

ine tormail recognition of a "Maritime Compconent® ot U.S.

National! Military Strategy 1is relatively new. I wiii
inctccauce three important naval strategists wnose
inegretical concepts shaped the development of American

navai tnougnt auring the 20th century.

Seconaiy, I wiil 1look briefly at the historical
ceveicpment of sea power in America from iits conception
during tne American Revolution througn 1its rejuvenat;on
unger Tne Peagan aaministration in the (980 s. we wi.. .occv
ac the evoyutionary process ot tne current version ci Ine
“ar.c.me Component of tne U.3. National Miiitary Strateagy.

secrirey Ci.i provides a cogent argument tor inciuaing a




nN.sSToriC perspeclive Lo the stucdy oOf sea pewer in nh.g COoK,

=Yl

Maritime Strategy_ana tne Nucieiar Age:

Mdany ©f tne pnhliosophers Cr sea power arqueg nol
on.yY tnat sSea power naa an important Inf.uence ocn
n.sSicry outl aisg tne reverse. distcry. Cr  acx
.€e3sI {he sSLtugy Orf (T. CouiQ@ nave sS.gnif!canct
erfrect ©On Sea powWwer pecause (t snowea nol on.yY NowW
ImMportant sea peower was. anga 1s. Sut a.sc how [t

SNoU S De nanaieaq. Some of tnem iocokea 10 nNistory
fcr reveaieg trutn.

Aafter reviewing tne theoreticai ang nistor:.ca:
touncation of tne maritime component of U.S. m:..tary
strategy, the stage will then pe set to pegin an anaiysis ot
tne tuture vaiiaity of the U.S5. maritime strategy. The aca:
Ot tnhnis section wiil pe to answer the researcn gquestion.
Four xkey premises underpin the current maritime strategy:9

1> Deterrence

2) Forwara Defense

3> Ailiance Solicarizty

4) Focused on Soviet Tnhreatc
Trese prenises wiii Deccme Itne criteria py wnicn evi.cence s
eva.uated in attempting to answer tne researcnh guesticn. [

lnese pasic tenets unaerpin a vaiia, existing maritime
strategy, then analyzing their future viapility against the
cCnanging EKurcpean paracigm snould proviae jogicai insignet.
Put in simpie terms, If the key premises underpinning U.3,
matritime strategy are still valid in a woria where U.S.

mi‘itary forces can pe reduced in Europe, then the maritime

Ul
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sSirategy sShcu.da remain n erfgct as written. Sowever. |
ine cnRanglng congaitions impacet sutticient:y on tnese
crem:ses. then oQur maritime strategy MusSt De reconsjqereaq.

1 tne finai sections of this paper, 1 Wil present
possizie impiications for the future and the conc.iusions of
my researcn. The answers are important |[f our maritime
strategy (s to continue supporting U.S. nationai miilztarcy

strategy. whicn in turn, ersures national policy op.iectives

Wwll: ce met.

(o))




—
(]

Ihecretica; roungations of U.S. Maritime Strateqay

The maritime strategy (s one eiement ©f a nationrna.
secur:ty Strategy pased On ceterrence. forwara getense anc
a.:iance soxlcarity.lo Like tne naticnai security sirategy
it supporis. the focus of U.S5. maritime strategy nas oeen
or.entegq Lowarg ttne Soviet Union. However. as r.oya D.
renneqay, a aqefense analyst, correctly points out. “the
Unitec States nas nhad a maritime strategy since the pirtn of
ine nation. Most of the formal principies o©of <toccay' s
maritime strategy have peen refined during the 20th century.
mcst oy tne ena of Worid War ISUERE!

It is imperative that we pegin our anaiysis of ne
current maritime strategy by examining (ts theoreticaj
tounaations in American naval thought. Ropert Seager !
contengas:

Tnat The nfluence of Sea Power Upgon SisSicry 2V
Al frea Tnayer Manan. was perhaps the most powerfu:
anga infiuentiai pooxk written py an American 1In
America in the nineteenth co2ntury ana haa mucn 0
ao witn resurrecting the U.S. Navy from (s
post-Civii war grave andg giving it Tne
professional prailast ana thecoretlical dadlrection

tnat neipea guiqe it to victory in 1898, 1918 ana
1945, <

Mahan aeve.oped two main themes in nis attempts G
cemonsirate tne rejatjionship petween sea power ana nationa.

stature. rirst, ne arguea that,




Seapower i{s an inaispensapie ingreqient tor
nationai greatness. wWhen proper.y useqg cr
ungerstoca. it can pring weaitn anda power. wnen
improperiy usea oOr ungerstoovaq, 1t can pring
nationai ceciine and a loss ot tempcrai power ana
greatness.

This <theme was music to the ears o©of a i(eagersnhip eiite
consumea witn the spirit of America’'s manifest gestiny.
Manan .rgued that England’s wealth and power were a resuit
of her gaining sea power and using it to her advantage.l?4
Mahan‘s second theme, borrowed from Clausewitzian
theory, Stressed the overriding importance of the political
cpject that 1s achieved by naval warfare. The opjiect of
navai warfare 1is a function of national interests ana
nationai poiicy: it is an expressicn of poiiticar goais to
ce achievea oy the employment of sea power generaiiy and
naval forces specificaliy.!® Mahan conciucea that tne route
to acnieving the ‘“opjgect” iay in the aqgestructicn or
neutraiization of the enemy fieet.
In aaaiticon to Kari Von Cilausewitz, Manan was an araent
aamirer of Antoine dHenri «e Jomini. Manan opcocrrowed
extensively from his general principles of military strategy
and attempted to apply them to fleet deployments anda actions
at sea.16 Mahan advocated the building of capital ships to

enapie the U.S. Navy to project power beyona America's

coastai waters. The ultimate goal of naval forces was to

control the seas: the ability to use the seas for oneseift

whiie adenying them to the enemy. To ao this a naticn must
8




possess a pattlefieet., the ultimate key to naval success. *

Pupiication of his theories in The Influence of Sea pPower

Upon_ History won Mahan fame around the worid. However,
agespite the public acclaim, Mahan was not the only, or even
the most insightfui, naval theorist of his qay.

Sir Juiian S. Corbett, Britain’s greatest maritime

strategist. wrote Some Principles of Maritime Strategy in

1911.18 This classic treatise has stooa tne test cf T:.:me
anc technoiogical innovation far petter tnan Manan's work.
Corcett maxkes ciear the necessary interaction and
interaepengence of sSea and ianca aspects.
Since men Iiive upon the landa anda not the sea.
great issues petween nations at war have aiways

peen decided---except in the rarest cases---eitnher
py what your army can do against your enemy’'s

territory ana national iife, or else py the fear

of what the fleet makes it possible for your army

to ao.
He goes on to say, "National strategy dces not exist as a
separate pranch of knowledge. It is only a section of a
givision of the art of war.“zo Even the titie. “The

Maritime Component of the U.S. National Military Strategy.-
of tocay's U.S. maritime strategy reflects the persuasive
infiuence ot Corbett.

Licxe Mahan, Corpett was a student of classical miiitarcy
Lneory ana nisctory. His overail! view o0f war ana sirateay
snows a good grasp of the thought of CiausewitzZ ana Jomini.

ana ne Sets oOut to Show nNow maritime strategy couid aga a




new aimension to their essentiailily continentai concep:s.Zl
in fact. potn Mahan ana Corpett were interestea in appiying
tne priiiiant Clausewitzian anaiysis of miiitary tnecry tc
navai ana maritime matters.<2 Bernarc Broaie wrote tnat
"gn_War (s not simply the greatest, but the oniy great pcox
apout war . <3 Corpett woula propabiy agree since
Cilausewitzian thougnt pervades his nava. theoiies.

Corpbett stressed the importance of compinea (joint)
operations in war, wherepy the navy must use its wide range
of capapilities to pbring pressure to bear on the enemy ana
to assist the work of the army to further the politicai
opjectives for which the war was being fought. He argueda
for balance in the appropriate use of armies ana navies.
pointing out that sea control alcne failed to prevent
Napoieon from becoming the master of Europe.24

Corpett agreed with Mahan that commana of the sea was
essentlai in war to control maritime communicatiens. out
tnat. "cefeat the enemy's fleets as we may, he wiil pDe Dut
iittie worse". He argued that aestruction of the enemy navy
is oniy a means to an end--not an end in itself as some
naval enthusiasts of the day believed.29

Wnile Mahan and Corbett are regarded as the ciassic
naval theorists who may have had the dgreatest infiuence on
political poiicy makers in the early 20th century. other
serious strategic thinkers have added to the body of naval

theory. The intellectual task of clarifying navai aspects

10




cf miiitary thnecry was continued py & Aalstinguisnec group of
nava. tninkers, among them a briii(iant schoiar, teacher anc
theorlist, Herpert Rosinski. A facuity memper of the German
MNaval Staff Coilege, he fled Nazi persecution in 1936 ana
arrivea in the Unitea States durlng the Seccond Woria War.56
Rosinsk] meiaea, interpreted and modernized the vaiiaq.
put often confusing theoretical concepts of Manan anc
Corpertt. He pricgea the gap petween the perioa when NManan
ana Cerpett wrote at the turn of the century ana tne aqavenst
cf nuciear weapons.Zf He appiies the thecreticai concee:s
introauceda oy Manan ana Corpett and vajiigates tnem using ne
nistoric events of tne woria wars. He attempteqa 1o Qqeve.op
a comprenensive qefinition of strategy by puiicaing on some
ctf the majyor poinhts expressed py Manan. Cilausewiiz anc
~ . . 2
Corpett, ana py stressing the ijdea of strategy as contr‘oz.'-8
Rosinski put forth a systematic analysis of the possibie ana
prepapie functions of sea power in a future glcopal cecnfiict.
His woras encompassed a theme that would soon pe refiectec
in the U.S. Navy’s maritime strategy:
The global palance of power, and witn [t tne
continued peace and prosperity of the worila,
gepenas ulitimately wupon the apility of the sea
powers to uphoid their end against the rising
pressure of an unpreceqgented concentration of lana
tforce; ana if, i{n the last resort their apiiituy
TC hoiQ tneir own i(n tnis Qgigantic Tug-of-war
gependas {n its turn upon their capacity to prc.ect
tneir armea might across the lintervening seas.
then it Is not toc mucnh to say that. sea power

mcre tnah ever pefore noigs the «key o, tne
caiance, and witn it the peace of thne woria.<’

11




Tne Naval officers wno aeveloped the Maritime Ccmponent of
U.S. Nationai Miiitary Strategy were sSchooleda in the tnecry
of Ciausewitz. Mahan. Corrcett ana their interpreters. cf
WNom ROSihS<t WasS Dut one.

A respectea military thecorist contenas:

Thneory asserts nothing. It mereiy suggests.
These suggestions, like stepping stones. proviace a
path that hopefuily leaas toward trutn. But thne

Journey is iong and arauous; the path ieaas peyona

tne norizon: and final truth , like the rainpow' s

ena. receqges as we draw near.
Mahan. Corpett and Rosinski sought to expiain tneir
tneoretical laws pased on their interpretation of historic
events, To fuily appreciate the evolution of U.S. maritime

strategy in its current context, we need to 1ook briefly at

the American naval experience.

12




Historicai Backgroun
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By maritime strategy we mean the principies wnicn

govern a war in whicn the sea is a substantiai

factor. Naval Strategy is but that part of it

whnich determines the movements of the fleet when

maritime strategy has determined what part the

fieet must play in relation to the action of the

lana forces; for it scarcely needs saying that it

is almost impossible that a war can be decided by

naval action alone.

The maritime strategy proclaimeda py the U.S. Navy in
the 1980°'s was as much a “reaction to* as a '"resuit of® U.S.
Navai nistory. The maritime strategy daocument tirset
pubiisnea and approvea in 1984 was foundea on g¢ver ITwo
nunarea years of trial ana error.
The evoiution of tne U.S. maritime strategy Degan o

1775, George Washington requested tne creation ot a tTiny
Continentai Navy ana Marine Corps tc harass Britisnhn suppiy
iines tec Boston and thus, to support the continental rmy on
tana. wWasnington was to remark: "in any operation. anc
unger ali circumstances, a decisive naval superiority is te
pe considered as a fundamental principle, and the pbasis upon
which every hope of success must ultimately cepend.”32

Utilizing today’s terminology, the contribution of the
maritime component to national military strategy auring the
American Revolution culminated during the American victory
of TYorktown. The “ajliance <concept® of wasningion s

maritiime sStrategy was Jjust as important then as it is toaay.

ihe rrencn command of the sea in Virginia waters seaieg tne

13




tate of the British Empire in America. A French fleet uncer
Aamirai oce Grasse helpea Dbottle up 8,000 Britisn troops
commangea by General Cornwailis in Yorktown, wniie Generais
wasnington ana Rochampeau reinforced a ianc attack against

YOorktown D= ing ccnaucted py the Marquis ae Lafaver:

inis
maritime campaign enqeda America’'s first war . 33

Consigerea an expencapcie juxury, the infant havv~sMarine
Team was daispanceca after the American Revoiution. By 1783,
ait U.S. warsnips that fougnt against Britain naa peen
alisposed of .34 However, the growth of American glopal traae

resuitea in the recreation of the U.S. Navy in 1794. wnhen

attacks against merchant shipping led to a public ocutcry. A

smalli fieet of warships was launched in 1796 to safeguarca
Uu.S. commercial interests. Nonetheless, the Congress
refused (0O provide adequate resources to her Navy. in tne

War of 1812, a powerful British fleet was able to pblockaae
the entire U.S. coast and conduct raias iniland at wili. Cn
cne sucn raia in [8l4, the British ournea the U.S. Capictc:
in Washington.35

Commerce prctection was the primary roie of nava:
torces until the Civil War in 1861. One notapie excep:ion
took piace auring the Mexican-American War in 1847. wnen
General Winfiela Scott conaucted the [argest amphic.ous
lanaing in American nistory to date. Scott iangea cver
i2,000 solaiers, saiiors and marines at Veracruz, Mexico in

a matter of 'nours.36 Within six months, his victecrious army

14




was {n Mexico City, the war successfuliy engec. A c:assic
“Joint operatjion., it must have macge a lasting impression on
a young iieutenant namec U.S. Grant.

During tne Civii War in 1863, Generai CGrant conaucted
an ampnipious operation at Vickspurg, Mississippi, whicgn
ettectiveiy spiit the Confederacy in half ana seated tneir
tate.37 The unigue cooperation demonstrated between Grant s
army ana the Navy fleet under Admiral David Porter was the
key to victory at V;cksourg and gave the Union undisputed
control of the Mississippi, therepby compieting the navai
encirclement of the Confederacy. General Scott’'s maritime
strategy (Anaconda Plan) brought the resource depencent
Scuthern states to their knees.S38

The Civil War perioa witnessea an unprececentea Havy
snippujicaing program. By the ena of the war. the Union nac
over 700 moaern ships. Not only was this Navy large. put it
was tecnnoiocgicaliy advanced. But ailas. by 1870 oniy 52 of

39 The fortunes of <tne

tnese snips remained in commission.
navai services reflected the general liack of concern for
events externail to U.S. shores. History would continue to
repeat itseif.

It was during these years that a young naval oftficer.
named Mahan, began to formulate his ideas on sea power.
Alfrea Thayer Mahan and several other opriliitant navai

officers, like Admiral Luce, who would estabiish the MNavai

wWar Coiiege in Newport, Rhode Island in 1885, pegan pianting
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the seeds wnich would lead to a renaissance ot American

navai tnought.40

Mahan’s lectures and bocoks founa an eager
auaience in a nation that was coming of age. Young Theocore
Roosevelt, an Assistant Secretary of the Navy, pecame a
mentor to Mahan ana a proponent of Mahanian tneory.41

The Spanish-American War of 1898 marked the entrance of
the Unitea States into great power competition. aAmerica
WwOouiQ acauire an overseas empire. Puerto Rico. Guantanamo.
Guam anc tne Pnilippine Isianas were spciis o©of war t©nat
woulc emproii tne Unitea States in future confiict.42

The Unitea States, unaer Presiaent Theoaore Rooseve!t.
emparxeda on a snippuilding program to atiain a "navy secona
oniy to Britain s". The aggressive young presigent wou.c
use naval power as his "big stick® in foreign reiations.33
Infiuencea by Alfred Thayer Mahan, Roosevelt was toc aiter
American naval history forever. America would begin to
compete poth ecconomically and militarily with the ma.jor
European powers. This competition would involve the nation
in two worid wars.

Botn woria wars saw the U.S. develop nationai miiitary
strategies with a strong maritime component. in eacn
cenfiict in the twentieth century, America was aftforqaec znhe
time to puilc up the naval forces requirea py the nation s
wartignting strategy.

The growtn of the communist threat after wWorila Wwar

recefinea the concept ot nationai security strategy. in tne
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attermatn of Woric WwWar 11, the Unitea States ook <¢n &N
unaccusttemeda puraen: the responsipiiity o :1eada anc ne.o
cerenc the worid's free nations. ine cnhallienge o0t an
aggressive, repressive Soviet Union was containea py a
system ©f aiiiances, inciuding NATQ, wnicn America neipec
create anc ieaq.44 it was aquring this post-Woria WwWar .
perioa wnen navai strategists pegan formuiating a
universaiiy accepted maritime strategy for the nation. The
saga of the Navy’'s struggle to win approval for its maritime
strategy was an attempt to penefit from the Ilessons ot
American navail history.

The fight to win official acceptance of the maritime

[yl

strategy, often referred to as the Forwarc Maritime
Strategy (FMS)>, lastea meore than 10 years.45 During zInis
*confirmation process', a dynamic and heatea puplic cegate
ensuea. The U.S. Navy literaiiy createa a new pureaucratic
intrastructure,. appiying 1ts pest minas to tne ceveispmenta:
ang marxeting process of tnhe maritime strategy.46

The appointment of Aamiral Thomas B. Haywara as tne Z.st
Cnief of Naval OUperations in June 1978, marked an important
stage in the transition of thinking within the navai officer
corps. Haywarad established the Long Range Planning Group
(OP-00X)> under Rear Admirai C.R. Larson to assess resource
limitations on future naval capabilities ana anaivyze

aiternative strategies for achieving long-range goais. He

estabiished a prestigious Center for Naval Warfare Stucies
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atr tne Mavai War Coiiege to further enhance strategic

tninking witnin tne Naval services. Finaily., he createc a
smaii ceii consisting of some of the “‘pest ana brightest’
miiitary officers in the nation which became known as the

"CNO’S Strategic Studies Group”.47

To make an interesting, but long story short., oy 1983
these aistinct, pbut mutually supporting strategic planning
aroups at the Naval War Coliege and Navy Headquarters in
wWasnington, Qqeveioped a aqocument calied “The Maritime

rategy” . This ofticiai statement ¢f the new Strategy was

167
1

ct

nen pgriefea to groups lnterestea in nava: atfairs arouna
tne gioce in orqer tco gain ciarity of concepts ana precision
of phraseoiogy.48

Distrioution of “The Maritime Strategy” tcok piace
auring the summer of 1984 as a classified aocument witnin
the Navy. Distribution led to further depate and refinement
of its pasic tenets,.

The Maritime Component of U.S. National Miiitary
Strategy that has evolved during the last decade is based on
poth U.S. and NATO defense principles. Those principles
are: deterrence, forward defense, and ailiance soiicarity.
The strategy prescribes aggressive forward operation of
nava: forces to complicate Soviet planning. ensure access o
furasia. heip cement ailiances, deny the Scviets free access

TO the gpen oceans, proviae usefui offensive options to tne
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Mationai Commana Authorities (NCA), ana protect the sea
iines of communications (SLOCS).4%?
The maritime strategy isS a dynamic. and compiex concept

consisting ot a piethora ¢f intertwinea issues, premises anc

tenets. The constraints of tnis stugy reqguire (imiting tne
scope of anaiysis to four kKey “premises’ innerent in tne
maritime strategy. The premises menticoneq eariier wiii test

pOSsSipie answers tC the pasic research gquestijion.

The founcation of America s national miiitary strategy.
of wnicn tne U.S. maritime strategy s a key component. iS
the aqeterrence of war. Deterrence is not a aifficuizt
concept to aqefine. It simply means convincing potential
opponents that aggression is unlikely to pe wortn tne
potential cost. Deterrence in the maritime reaim means
aepiocying sufficient navai forces to project a creadipie
response to any contingency. The goal is to pe "reaay" as
well as "wiiling' tc use force as necessary.50

Tne secona basic premise 1s relatea tc Ine £:

"y

S

¢t

rorces must defena torward if they are to eftectiveiy geter
aggression. Forwara presence of navail torces v.sip.y
cemonstrates U.S. commitment o honor i(ts aiiiances and
partnersnip agreements.51 If ceterrence faiis. then torwara
torces wiii pe 1n position to quickiy responc ana thus.
oring aoout satistactory conflict resoliution. Admiral James
Watkins argueda in his aefinitive treatise, "The Maritime

Strategy", pupi ished in the January, 1986, Navai
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Preceecings. tnat naval forces gepioyea forwara in ni

V9]
3

XN}

states of reaainess are the neart of U.S. crisis response:°
~Navy ana Marine Corps forces nave been crisis
responaers in 80% of the miiitary crisis
situations since 1946.
-Navai forces can be at the scene with short
warning to conauct surveillance, threaten force or
control the crisis pefore it gets out of hand.

-Naval forces can be easlly withdrawn ana can
provide sustainable escalation control.

The maritime strategy is a war fighting strategy. if
geterrence fails, then forward deployea navai forces are
capaple of responding tc the entire speclirum 0f contiice
qgepictea in Figure 1.53

APPLICATIONS OF MARITIME POWER

SRVELLNGE OBJECTIVES:
: | @ ACHEVE DETERRENCE
PEACETIME POSTURE ( _ © MEET ALLANCETREATY COMMITMENTS
o SUPPORT WATIONAL DFPLOMACY
o MANTN READINESS
© DETER SOVIET 0PPORTUNISM
@ DETER STATE SPONSORED TERRORISM

CONTINGENCY RESPONSE

USE OF FORCE

PROBABILITY

OCCURRENCE

GLOBAL CONVENTIONAL WAR
THEATER NUCLEAR WAR
v STRATEGIC DETERRENCE =@ STRATEGIC
NUCLEAR WAR
LEVEL OF VIOLENCE HEH
Figure 1

The apiiity to meet Soviet forces close to tneir nome i anca

cenies them freeaom of action. Farwara defense wii. prgov.ce
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control ot tne seas ana safeguard sea lines of communication
(SLOCs», which are aeemea essential for the reintorcement
ot aiiies.d4

Aliiance soiidarity constitutes the third pasic premise
cf U.o5. maritime strategy. 0Once again, we qerive tnis tenet
trom nationai miiitary strategy which is “ccaiition® paseq.
.nLoaacition to NATO, the U.S. nas cefense treaties wit
Tortly-tnree separate nations, and common miittary interesis
Witn many mere.32  Not surprisingiy, NATO miilitary strateay
(s ceonsistent witn U.S. national miiitary strategy. in
tact. NATC nas aaoptea a strategy of dqeterrence throuan
tiexiple response and forward defense which inciuces a NATO
‘Concept of Maritime Operations“.56 Both NATO anca U.S.
maritime strategies emphasize forward offensive operaiions
if deterrence should fail. Thus, substantiai U.S. naval
torces are deployed in and around the European <theater
ana’or woula steam into position at the eariiest gossicie
pnase of tnhe crisis. wWith supstantial quantities ot
equipment stationed forward. such as tne Marine
LXxpeaitionary Brigaae (MEB> reinforcement package tor
dorway. anda two aaaditional Maritime Prepositioning rerces on
station at sea, the maritime sStrategy (s an effective
counterpoint to Soviet strategy.

{ne tourtn tenet oOf the maritime strateqgy 1S tne

strategy s focus against the Soviet Union. Not specificaiiy

agaressed as a tenet in the sStrategy dqaocument, sStrategic
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reality has made orientation on the Soviets a kKey prem:se
nevertneiess, Soviet miiitary capapiiities in scn
conventionai: and nuciear reaims, aiong with Sovietu threarts
of worla aomination, have dictated U.S. strategy for over 40
years. in virtuaiily every measure of the Soviet miiitary
power., they have fleided weapons systems ana forces that are
intimicating. For example, the transformation of the Soviet
Navy unaer Aamiral Sergei Gorshkov in the past three decades
from a largeiy irrelevant coastal defense force to a worthy
aaversary, nas placed Western naval dominance in doupt. The
rapiaily growing size, technological capapilities ana
aggressiveness of the Reda fieets have seriocusly chalienged
the ability of the U.S. Navy to ensure commana of tne sea.>-

The maritime component of the nationai mi.itary
strategy was written to specifically cenfront Scviet
miiitary strategy.®8 Wnen the strategy was formulatea ana

approvea., the Soviet Union was the only nation on eartnh tnat

cculd totaiiy aestroy Western civilization; they stiii are.
Thus far, we have attemptea to estabiisn tne

theoretica: and historical context of U.s. maritime

strategy. We have introduced four key premises that

unaerpinned its construction and assisted in making it a
viapie component of our national military strategy. Wnite
the maritime Strategy incluaes additional tenets or
premises, the four discussed apove are, in the autnor's

view, tne most important and warrant further stuaqy.
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The difficulties experienced by contemporary
societies which are militarily top-heavy mereiy
repeat those which, in their time, affected Philip
iIs Spain, Nicholas I1’s Russia, and Hitler’s
Germany. A iarge military estaplishment may. like
a great monument, 1ook imposing to the
impressionable observer, but if it is not resting
upon a firm founaation (in this case, a proauctive
nactional economy), it runs the risk of a future
col iapse.®
gXtreme Soviet economic difficulties, reiatea sccia;
propiems ana technoiocgical limitations are ariving Soviet
leaqgers to change the way they interact within the
international community. Soviet miiitary writings in tne
eariy 1980°'s pegan to reflect the idea that agvanced
technoiogies held more promise for enhancing military
strength than did ever increasing force levels. They also
admitted that the Soviet industrial base could not support a
new revolution in weapon technology. Soviet allocation ot
finite resources to pbuild increasingly large military forces
overpurdened an economy already suffering from the effects
of inefficient centrai planning and agricuiturai
incompetence.®0
At apout the same time, the Unitea States jea a HNATJ
ml.itary revitaiization drive that supstantiaiiy increaseu

tne capapiiities ot U.S. ana NATO forces. Miknhaii Gorpacnev

was the ¢first to recognize tne negative [impact of tne
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unbridlea Soviet military builaup of the 1960’s ana 1970 s.
"Perestroika’ (restructuring’) was intencea to ennance tne
proauctivity, efficiency, and tne quaiity of economic CuipulLzl
to reverse the long-term slide in ecconomic growtn rates.®:
Economic reform was not possible unaer the existinag
political system.

Gorbachev feit he needed to change the politicai
reiationships within Soviet society in oraer to make
“perestroika" viable. He declared a policy of "glasnost®
(openness), which unleashed a process of “democratization”
that nas literally changed the character of the state.b2
Tolerance of political diversity, greater personal freeaom
and the demise of the Communist Party’s monopoly ©n power,
set the stage for poilitical ferment not oniy in the Soviet
Union, pbut througnout Eastern Eurcope. Christcpner Donneiiy
agescribes the effect:

I1f current cevelopments c¢ontinue in Eastern
furope., the Warsaw Pact could cease o exist
within a vyvear. In place of the Warsaw Pact.
Eastern Europe couia become Finianaizea.®
Wniie Gorpachev’'s policies of ‘“giasnost® anc
"perestroixa’ have unsettled the East European leadership,
as welil as old line power brokers within the Soviet Union,
his impact in the West has been nearly as dramatic. The
Soviet Jeacer seized the I|nitiative by convincing tne
European publics of his sincere desire to end the arms race.

which threatens "our common European house'. Despite the
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warnings of a Soviet conspiracy tc sSeparate tne Uniteq
States from Europe, "“Gorpymania" swept Western Europe.

The scope of this study does not permit an in-aeptn
aiscussion of the rocad to Vienna, where in March of [989.
the NATO and Warsaw Pact security aliiances pegan
negotiations to reduce conventional forces in EZurope.
Suffice it to say, that in the year since CFE talks bpegan,
the negotiators have had to struggle to keep pace with the
changing poiltical reaiities. Force cut jeveis wiii Dpe
greater than originaily anticipated ana, quite frankiv. wiii
preoparly pe mace with or without a CFE agreement.

Soviet treoops have ailreaqy pegun to qQepart Eastern
Europe. Unitateral force cuts announcea py Presiaent
Gorpacnev nave NATC members scrambliing to rewcocrk puaget
pians in orcer to bank their share of the peace divicena.
Poiicy makers in the United States do not intend to get ieft
penina. Typical sentiments:

A significant reduction in U.S. force levels in

Western Europe can now be made safely because the

torces of the Warsaw Pact can no longer pe rellea

on to join the Soviet Union in a cohesive attack

on the West.

Current CFE negotiations set a ceiling of 225,000 U.S.
service members in Eurcpe. Few people on elther sige of tne
Atiantic peiieve that the final numpoer of U.S. miiitary
personnel 1n Eurcpe wiil pbe even close to that cei:ina oy
tne mia-i990- s. ironicaily, some wouid say fortunateiv, tne

recent crack aown By Gorpachev on  the Lithuanian
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secessionist movement has refocused attention on tne
critical importance of the CFE negotiations, and hnas
resuitea in a more reaiistic balance of cooperation ana
compmetiticn in superpcwer relaticns.65 Reason has returrec
to the summitry process: the euphoria that was tempting
uniiateral defense cuts py NATO mempers nas peen tempered oY
the historic realjity of communist oppression.

If the “epoch of the Cold War® s over, as was
prociaimeaq at the Malta summit meeting pbetween Presiaents
George Bush and Mikhail Gorpachev in Decemper, 1989. can
NATC survive? This question is critical to a reassessment
of U.S. maritime strategy. If a powerful Soviet Union lea
Warsaw Pact alliance s no longer a threat, ana the HNATO
aiiiance, whlch was c¢reated tc counter that threat, is an
anachronism, then there should logically be no requirement
to forward base U.S. forces in Europe. Consequentiy, U.S.
national security strategy and its various components snouid
then pe reorqered to reflect this new reaiity. ‘he
viapility of the NATO ailiance is at the neart of th:s
study.

Events in Tiananmen Square cleariy aqemonstratea tne
ease with which independence movements can pe stifiea by
totalitarian regimes. Events currently taking piace in
Lithuania couia turn pack the clock on warming East-West
rejations if Soviet muscle flexing turns vioclent. NATO

anailysis confirms the fact that Soviet military nuclear ana
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conventionai weapons have peen modernized ana supstantiaiiy
upgradea in recent years. Large forward-paseq stockpiies of
fuei ana ammunition are peing maintainea in Eastern bplock
countries despite the withdrawal! of some Soviet troops.66
Despite optimistic hopes for a world in which security
alliiances would not be required, the NATO alliance appears
to be alive and well. During a trip to Europe in March,
1990, the author repeatedly questioned the viapility of
NATO"s future and was answered candidly by officials at
severai commands, levels of authority and nationaiities.
Almost every official confirmed the future neea for NATO in
one form or another. The name might change. put the pasic
security concept has provided the (ongest era of peace :n
Zuropean history. The fact that NATO has a poiiticai as
well as miijitary role, will ensure its viabiiity for act
least the next decade.

A strong supporter of NATO’s continuing viabiiity.
Presiaent Bush nas been the target of criticism for peing
timia ana indeclsive for not offering bold counters to
Gorbachev’s arms proposals. His "go siow" approach is now
peing prajsed as "wise and prucent".67 President Bush set
the tone for America’s continued commitment to the HNATO

ailiance when he recently wrote:

Toaay, atter four aqecaces, the internationai
landscape is marked oy change that is breathtaxing
in its character, dimension, and pace. The

tamiliar moorings of postwar security poiicy are
peing liocosened by developments that were parely
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imaginea years or even months ago. Yet our goais

and ijinterests remain constant. And, as we [ook

towara-anca hope for-a better tomorrow, WwWe must

also ook to those elements of our past poiicy

that have playea a _major role in pringing us to

where we are today.
Western Eurcope remains the largest single marketpiace in the
woria, richer than the United States, richer tnhan Jacan.
Some argue tnat oy 1992, when the Eurcpean Zconcmic
Community (s complinea with the improvea econcomies of former
warsaw Pact countries, the importance of Europe in U.S.
strategic anaiysis wili lncrease.69

wniie the United States Supports greater Wwestern

European economic ana poiitical integracion, ana  wiii
continue to provine jeadership in the Atiantic Community tc
incluge military participation in NATC, it will undouptediy
reauce its military presence on European soil. The cost of

maintaining bases and forces in Eurcope has been immense.

Successful CFE negotiation is looked upon as a vehicie to

neip stem the fiow of red ink. The grouna sweil [(n America
to cut qgefense spenaing is growing exponentiaiiy. Tne fina:
ievei of miiitary force reductions in Europe wiii ©oe

contingent on Soviet penavior and the acesire of the Amer.ican
pecopie 0O ensure a palanceda purden-snharing equation Wit
wealtiny Europeans.

Unitea States miiitary force reauctions in Eurcpe wi.:
nave a pronouncea impact on the maritime component of our

nationai miiitary strategy. if we review tne four pasic
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tenets <©f tne maritime strateqgy tnrougn tne lens o©or Lne
cnanging kuropean paraaigm, several issues surface.
Deterrence of war wiil continue to pe the founqatjion of
U.S. nationai security strategy. The maritime component of
this strategy will assume a far more important role in
deterring war in Europe once U.S. ground and air forces are
prought home. Even if a CFE agreement increases warning
time of a Soviet attack on Europe, the return of U.S. forces
to Burope will require an extraordinary naval capapiiity.
Safeguaraing the sea lines of communications (SLOCs) wiii
oecome far more important tnan toaay. Soviet miiitary
agoctirine currentiy calils for the rapia conventicna: cefeat
of NATO forces pefore a large-scale reinforcement from tne

Unitec States cou:d arrive.70

Soviet perceptions that U.S.
reinforcement efforts would ceiiver too (ittle too late
pecause of insufficient strategic lift or the jnapiiity o
protect tnhat i1ift, coula make deterrence meaningiess.
Therefore, forward defense py maritime forces wiii
pecome even more cruclatl. Forward based naval Inteiijgence
coilection facilities, aircraft, ships and supmarines
provige critical <c¢overage in support of our nationail
intelligence collection effort,’! These efforts wiil taxe
on adaed importance in a post-CFE environment., especiaiiy as
mopiiization and warning time pecome criticai concerns.

wniie forward presence is a visibplie aemonstration ot

U.3. poiitical wiil to support allies ana infi.uence zine

o
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penavior of enemies in hopes of deterring aggressicn. it
permits instant conflict resolution or containment shouic
deterrence faii.

Meeting Soviet forces close to their nomeiana cenies
tnem freeacm of action. It will pe criticai to bottie up or
destroy the Soviet fieets so that they can not encanger ine

7

sea lines of communication-—-essential for reinforcement.

(W)

Two woria wars have taught Americans the nign price ot
xeeping cpen the SLOCs to Europe.

Forwara gqgepioyment of sStrateglic nuciear forces 3 3
pearocxk ©of our ceterrent strategy. As the most survivabie
eiement of the U.S. strategic nuclear triaa. the Navy S5BN
force provides the packdrop for all other activity 1in
support of our national security.73 Soviet attempts o
engage the U.S. in naval arms negotiations are tacit
recognition of the deterrent value of these forces,

Alilance solicarity will become increasingiy vitai o
the effective impiementation of our maritime strategy as
U.S. forces in Europe are reauced. It may pecome tne mosSt
critical tenet of NATO ana U.S. maritime strategies. The
propiem of puraen-sharing, the never enaing depate on wnoe
should provice what to the common effort, has the potentiai

to preak tne ailiiance. There are grave concerns [in tne L.

]

Tnat as Lurope pecomes more economicaliy intertwinea in [992
tney may forget the value of free trace. ‘4 Another prooiem

tacling NATO alllance sollidarity 1Is the reunification ¢t tne
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Germanys. A singie Germany couic eventualiy osecome ne
economic neavyweignt champion ot Eurcope. Tne mi:itary ana
economic resources a unhitea Germany wouia proviae NATUC is
ot grave concern to the Soviets. German reunification. more
Tnan any otner issue, may cetermine the pace ana scope of
arms control with the Soviets in the next decacde.

The fourth tenet of the maritime strategy we are
reassessing in the context of U.S., military reauctions Iis
the strategy’s focus on the Soviet threat. Despite tne
rhetoric, naval shippuilding has shown nc change uncer
Gorpachev in terms of numbers produced or tonnage.75 The
compiexity anad quality of piatforms ana weapcns sSysStems
peing iaunchea are only slightly less impressive than tne
increaipbie speed at which ships are peing commissionec. 5y
the year 2000, the Soviet Navy coula have eignht ailrcrarct
carriers at sea, including four of the 65.000 ton Tpilis:
ciass. the first of wnich underwent sea trials in January
1990. Tnese carriers are abie to embark 60 pius aircratit o
inciuge tne MIG 29.76

Few would dispute the fact that the Soviet Union is
iikely to remain, at least in the next decaae, the miiitary
concern for U.S. military strategists. However, the rapid
improvements made in Soviet qgefense inaustrial proauction
and modernization over the past two decades have come at a

neavy price. Paui Kennedy describes the propiem facing the
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Soviets (and the U.S.>in his pook,_The Rise ana Fali of Tne

T Pow :

the histcry of the past five hundred years of
international rivalry demonstrates that military
security alone is never enough. war or the very
possipbiiity of war makes establishment of a
manufacturing power an indispensaple requirement
for a nation of the first rank... Yet by going tc
war, or py devoting a large snare of the nation's
manufacturing power to expenditures upon
unproductive armaments, one runs the risk of
ercaing the nationai economic pase, especiaily
vis-a-vis states wnich are cohcentrating a greater
snhare of their income on procuctive investment for
long term growth. '’

wWniie U.S. maritime strategy in the future mus:t

centinue to consicer the capapiiities of the Soviet mi:itary

tnreat, i(t_snouid not do SO at the expense of other reai
tnreats tce U.S. security. The lixkelihooa of a nuciear
controntation with the Soviet Union is neot rationai it

Clausewltz was correct when he wrote, "War is a continuation
of poiitical intercourse, carried on with other meanS“.78
There can be no political gain worth the destruction of the
whoie society; thus direct armed aggression against anotner
nuclear power is not a policy option. Both siges nave xnown

this for 45 vears and relative peace has resul ted.

U.S. military force reauctions in Eurcpe wili impacct
upon the maritime component o©f our national mititarcy
strateqy in severail ways. The easing of East-wWest Tensicons

nas cetocusec attention on the most |(lkely tTnreats 1o our

nation s security. Since the ena of the Viet Nam war.
virtualiy aii of the wuniformed Americans kiilea in ctne
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service of thelr country were participating Iin (ow-.ntepnsity
ana tnird woria confiicts.79 Lieutenant Neii Goilantiy
capturea the irony o©f our misguiged strategic threat focus
in nis award winning Arieigh Burke essay wnen he wrote:

Wniile the Navy has been fighting what amounts tc a
tacticai war In the Third World, U.S. strategic

thinking has peen confined by its
institutional ized preoccupation with a traditional
clash o©of arms between the great powers. The

failure of U.S. strategy to provide conceptual ana

aoctrinal support to its tactically engagea tfleet

means that U.S. responses to crises outside the

set piece of NATO’s Central Front have gften peen

aa hoc. inappropriate, ana ineffectijve.
Golightiy goes on to discuss American strategists’ cuitura:
preciiection for the *“Big Game® playea py traqitionai cu:.es
requiring large teams, expensive ana scpnisticateq eqguipment
ana resuiting in massive firepower c¢lashes. This cuitura.
nias is supportea py an "Iron Triangie® of miiitary
services, gefense contractors and their congressicna.
patrons. 8!

The changing European paraaigm wiii require navai
strategists to reconsider this fact. The nationa: miiitary
strategy of the United States and its maritime component
must be revised to reflect the most likely threats to
American security interests of the future. These threats
wiil propaply come from the low end of the confliict spectrum

gepicteda in rigure l. Severai strategic impiications can ce

arawn from the apove.

33




V. impiications

If tne Unitea States i3 to remain the world' s premier
superpower, it must malintain strong navail forces. The
nation’s security interests will depend more rthan ever ugwu:.
our unnincered apility to participate in the peacefu]
international system of commerce built on giobal sea iines
of communications (SLOC ' s).82 The maritime strategy of

tomorrow must change (o meet tne changing geonoijtical

reaiity o©of the 1990's. Mc one xnows precisei(y wnat the
woria wiil pe like in the years ahead, but we can pe very
sure tnat America's miiitary role in NATO wiil cgecrease

aramaticaity.

Tne U.S. maritime strategy’s preoccupation witnh tne
Soviet threat is no longer a valid underpinning premise. O0Of
course, U.S. maritime strategy must incluae a dynamic and
viapile, conventional and strategic nuclear ceterrent
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. Nevertheless, our future
maritime strategy must change its focus to agequateijy
adaress the growing threat from lethally armed Thira World
nations. This supposition provides maritime strategists a

aifficult propblem pbecause few new resocurces (MEANS) wii: pe

)

aval.apie to accomplish their aesirea opbjectives (ZNDS).
Difficuit chnoices must be madce pecause current nava: force

Structure may no 1onger ce appropriate.
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Maritime forces puilt to aefeat the Soviet Unicn in
Worid War III are not the paiancea force requireca to prevai:
in compat at tne mid to iow ena ©of tne contiict sSpecirum.
Fiscai austerity wiii aisc piace severe restrictrions c¢n
tocrwara cepicyeq pattle torces, Competition petiween ine
various nava! wartfare communirties for i(imitea rescurces 1S
sure toO acceierate, Alreacy the gecision to dceactivate twce
{owa ciass <(BB-6l1) pattieships, which were charged witn
proviaing Marine Corps amphibious assault forces witn naval
guntire support, has Marines questioning the Navy's support
for the amphibious assault mission.83 The wrestiing matcn
over roies, mlssions, resources and pricorities within the
Department cf the Navy has pegun in earnest. The U.S.
maritime strategy of the future s tsing depated ali across
the country as well as in Washington, D.C. .

A positive impiication we can draw from the current
strategic reassessment is that Americans nave apparent:v
iearnea from their mistakes after past contiicis. Tew
responsiple cefense poilcy makers are demandaing a ieve! of
navai force reaucticns wnich would qestroy tnhe viapiiity ot
the U.S. maritime strategy. Most Amerlcan ieaqers agqree
witn Detense Secretary Richard Cheney wnhen he saia:

wWith a snhrinking overseas pase network anda fewer
nations wiiiing to allow U.S. access to tneilr
faciiities...the <caparilities of our maritime

power projection forces have become even more
vital to our securlty.
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Ine paintu! iessons of history are ail too fresn in =tne
minas cof America s leacers who iivea througnh poiicy faliures
tnat precedea woria War II ana the Korean confiict wnen our
miiitary torces were neutered In an attempt to cut gefense
expendaitures. As pointed out earlier, current U.S. maritime
sStrategy (s a proauct o©of extensive historic analysis ana
agaptation. It is a strategy that recognizes that there can
oe no supstitute for naval forces that are versatiie.
fiexipie ana posed to strike.

A finai implication we can draw from the aynamics
surrounaing force recauctions in Eurcpe is the cnhanging roc.e
ot the Unitea States in relation to our aiiies.

The eiements of our national power-dipiomatic anc

poiiticai. economic andg miiitacy-cremain
toermidapie. Yet, the reiative [mportance of tnese
aifferent instruments of policy will c¢change in

cnanging circumstances. We are prepared {o share

more fully with our aliies ana frienas the

respensipbilities of global leadership.
The Wwestern Alilance unger America’s leadersnip has won the
Ccia War, put the U.3. can no longer expect to dominate our
aliles poth militarily ana economically as in the past.
Wnile we seek healthy, cooperatlve and politicaliy vigorous
relations with our allies, we must seek a more balanceag
relationship. The maritime c¢omponent of U.S. military
strategy (s ideally suitea to facilitate improvea reiations.
Many of the political pitfaiis created py stationing torces

on foreign soii can be avoiaeaq.
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VI. _Conclusion

U.S. military force reductlons {n Europe wiil
supstantiaily 1increase the role and importance of the

Maritime Component of our National Military Strategy. The

changing European geopolitical paradigm wiii have a gioega:
stratgegic impact. - Extensive forward pasing of u.s.
miiitary forces arouna the worida wiii no ionger ce

eccnomicaiiy possibie or poiitically cesirapie in wnat 1s
oeccming a muitipolar worid. Consequentivy, J.S. power
proJection forces, capabie ©0f sustaining themseives wiili
logicaily pe maritime in nature. The Navy-Marine Corps team
witl pe extremely attractive to many as the premier rapiaq
power projection force in future crisis action scenarics
around the g]obe.86

However, timely deterrence of confiict in many
instances may require a much larger force than a cownsizea
Navy-Marine Corps team is able to project. Army
expeaitionary forces in the right power projection mix sucnh
as ajrporne ana special forces, deploying via strategic
airiift, where time is critical, may be the pest strategic

option.87

It may aiso pe time for the U.S. Army o
reciscover ctneir historic maritime skilis. Sir Juitan
Corpett may nave tforetoid the future when ne wrote:
Success wiii oniy come from the achievement of the
paiance and appropriate use of armies ana navies.
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The most frujtfui use of maritime power is in
limitec wars.

U.S. maritime strategists must broacen ctheir frame of
reterence when puiiaing force moceis to c¢oncuct mar'c.me
campaigns. Maritime strategy {n the vyears aheaa wiii ope
Jelnt py necessity.

The U.S. maritime strategy of the future must continue
to seexk qgeterrence of war in ciose cooperation with aiiies
Wwno wWiii be expected to assume greater responsipilities in
our common defense.8? In additilon, our maritime strategy
shoula snift jts focus to adequately address the growing
tnreat from increasingly well armed Third World threats.

Finally,.the U.5. maritime strategy of the future must
be affordapie in an age of fiscal restraints. Paul Kenneay
was right when ne argued that too much Qefense may pe as pac
as too littie. Selecting the right mix of maritime forces
to impiement our future maritime strategy wili pe criticai.
Baiancing the competing cemands for iimitea rescurces wii:
require the pest sStrategic thinkers in the nation 9
cemonstrate the wisdom of Solomon.

i1f they ao their work effectlveiy, tne maritime
strategy of tomorrow will support a natlonal military
strategy which protects America’s strong position as tne
worid’s pbeacon of ademocratic idealism. We must not miss tne
most important iesson of the Cold War’s final campaign:

The repuilding of America‘s military strength

aquring the past decade was an essential
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unaerpinning to the positive change we now see in
tne internationai environment. Qur chailenge now
is to aacapt this strengtnh to a grana strategy that
looks peyonad containment, and to ensure that our
military power, and that of our allies ana
trienas, 1is appropriate to the new ana more
compiex opportunities and challenges before us.90
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